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1. Introduction
Based on the incoming LS [1], this paper further discussed the possible solutions provided by CT4 in [2], and gave some suggestions for the next step, from RAN3 perspective.
2. Discussion
2.1 Background
CT4 sent a further LS to RAN3 [1] informing the latest progress of port allocation issue, attached with the latest TR 29.941 v1.1.0 capturing the final conclusions [2].
CT4 believes that the use of IANA assigned port numbers remain the simplest and most efficient solution to identify a particular protocol, interface or service. In particular, it is strongly recommended to apply to IANA for assigned service name and port number for any protocol potentially supported by inter-domain and/or roaming interfaces. However, when the IETF requirements for obtaining new port number from IANA cannot be met, 3GPP TR 29.941 describes solutions that can be adopted as alternative to the use of IANA assigned transport port numbers.

CT4 believes that each of the solutions#1-8 have own merits and limitations. Each 3GPP WG is encouraged to study which solution would fit best the requirements of a given interface application. 

One of the solutions in 3GPP TR 29.941, 3GPP allocated port number solution#6 offers 3GPP specific mechanism to request and obtain new default port numbers from the subrange of 101 ports [65400 - 65500], which is taken from the  Dynamic/Private range [49152 - 65535]. 3GPP TR 29.941 will maintain the repository of the 3GPP assigned port numbers.
2.2 Discussion
About the application to IANA, in the past, this application was “individual” from a group, moreover from one nominative person who applied alone. Does CT4 considered some improvements to this process? We know, IANA requested strict form with justified argumentation nowadays. Would it be valuable to always inform, CT4 and/or IETF contact, for all IANA request? This at least will also inform CT4 that there is on-going request which might fall back into internal 3GPP request later. Also provide some informative guideline, including some example, could be useful. This might fit in an Annex of CT TR/TS.

Proposal 1: Request to CT4 to provide a process, a guideline and an informative document with example on IANA submission. 
As could be seen from the attached TR, also highlighted in the LS above, the solution was labeled as solution#6 in 29.941 [2], it should be the one which was analyzed and considered as feasible by RAN3 in RAN3#112 meeting [3], corresponding LS was also sent to CT4 informing RAN3’s understanding [4]. However, is there a risk that the sub-range of port defined in dynamic/private range [49152 - 65535] may collide with other port, particularly when 3GPP network is deployed with verticals, e.g. in factory? 
Observation 1: The highlighted/preferred solution by CT4 in the incoming LS was also already considered as feasible and preferred by RAN3 in previous meeting. However, we invite RAN3 to check the possibility of collision in a sub-range of dynamic/private range [49152 - 65535].
In general, for solution#6, 3GPP specifies specific port no. for a certain AP from e.g. sub-range of dynamic/private range [49152 - 65535], it is RAN3’s understanding that this solutions of group doesn’t change existing mechanism but additional work might be needed, especially on the port maintenance in 3GPP. This work will be handle by CT4.
As also pointed out in this incoming LS [1] by CT4, 3GPP TR 29.941 will maintain the repository of the 3GPP assigned port numbers, from RAN3 perspective, we should confirm with CT4 that we should first contact with CT4 asking for a new port no. when there is a request in IANA which failed, and CT4 is responsible for port no. allocation from the dynamic/private sub range [49152 - 65535] as IANA fall back. 

We also wondering why this port no. allocation should be maintain in a TR, as normative, the list could be maintained in a TS or alternatively a website maintained by MCC?

With the understanding above, we would like RAN3 to reply the LS, confirming with CT4 about the procedure above.
Proposal 2: RAN3 to reply the LS, confirming with CT4 about the procedure above.
3. Conclusion
Based on the discussion in this paper, we have the following observations for the group to discuss, and some suggestions were proposed.
Observation 1: The highlighted/preferred solution by CT4 in the incoming LS was also already considered as feasible and preferred by RAN3 in previous meeting. However, we invite RAN3 to check the possibility of collision in a sub-range of dynamic/private range [49152 - 65535].
Proposal 1: Request to CT4 to provide a process, a guideline and an informative document with example on IANA submission. 
Proposal 2: RAN3 to reply the LS, confirming with CT4 about the procedure above.
A draft reply LS could be seen in [5].
4. Reference

[1] C4-214848,
LS out LS on Guidelines on Port Allocation for New 3GPP Interfaces 
[2] C4-214748, Draft 3GPP TR 29.941 v1.1.0, Huawei
[3] R3-212512, Discussion on port no. allocation solutions (Huawei, Samsung)
discussion

[4] R3-212800, Reply LS to CT4 on Information on the port number allocation solutions
[5] R3-215654, draft Reply LS to CT4 on Guidelines on Port Allocation for New 3GPP Interfaces, Huawei
3GPP


